T is often assumed that the American Revolution resulted in a changed outlook in Britain in respect to colonial policy. In fact it did not make the attitude of the governing class more sympathetic to colonial self-government. On the contrary it served as a warning that colonial liberty might encourage the dangerous demagogue, who, they believed, was responsible for the revolutionary movement. After the American Revolution the non-tropical colonies were more strictly controlled. During the better part of a century .they had to carry on a long struggle for self-government. In time they aimed too at something which had not troubled the earlier colonies. They were determined to be nations in the fullest sense of the word with an international personality,--a new problem for the British Empire.
of the American Revolution. The undertaking in 1778 that the mother country would not tax the colonies without their consent was perhaps carried out in the letter. In the spirit it was violated, and with justification, when in 1837 the British House of Commons directed the expenditure of the revenues of Lower Canada against the expressed will of its elective chamber. It was not until 1849, when Canada had a population approaching two millions, that even finance bills, passed by huge majorities in both branches of her legislature, were finally safe from disallowance in Great Britain. There was no sinister motive in this control. Usually the opposition in the legislature clamoured for such interference if it should suit the purpose of the moment. In Britain free trade teaching made the Empire seem useless for commercial purposes. In the larger colonies two forces were, however, steadily working towards complete self-government; one, their growth in importance; the other, democracy. The American Revolution was a shattering blow to the older British Empire. Outside of Great Britain herself, and even including India, only a few hundred thousand people of British origin were left within the Empire. There was as yet no British Australia, or South Africa. The British West Indies were more important commercially than the combined Empire elsewhere, apart from India. Canada had forty or fifty thousand people of British origin. It had more than twice their number of newly conquered French, and the Empire was confronted with a new problem, never before faced by any nation, of giving in time to a conquered people of European origin the full right of self-government, and at the same time of retaining them as loyal citizens. The colonies were in many ways dependent on Great Britain. She lent them money, guaranteed some of their loans, and paid for their military defence. We need hardly wonder that in such circumstances the British ministry rather smiled at the demand for full self-government. In time, however, the growth in population made this inevitable.
Democratic rule in England also tended to weaken the control of the larger colonies. During the first half of the nineteenth century Britain was governed by the landed class, who had usually the dignity of both rank and wealth, and prestige based on a long tradition of political power. This influence of a class declined with the growth of democracy. When the artisan, and, in the end, the agricultural labourers, secured political power in England, the Canadian and the Australian, with probably an average of education higher than that of the British voter, grew resentful of control by another democracy. Time was to show that this impatience was not limited to the desire for home rule, and that it was bound to include the demand for a national life as complete as that of the British Isles. A country which does not meet other countries on the basis of full equality can never be more than half a nation. The older American colonies, in days of slower movements, had never felt this need. Its intensity is now felt chiefly in Canada, which, next to Britain herself, is the oldest and most populous of the larger self-governing states. She has, by necessity, always led in solving the problems of Greater Each of these epochs requires comment. That of 1846 is based upon the adoption by Great Britain of Free Trade. Hitherto she had exercised a real control over the tariffs of the colonies.
When she gave up her own tariff, she naturally wished that the colonies too would adopt free trade. They had, however, the need of revenue and drew a considerable part of it from import duties. Thus instantaneous free trade for them was not possible. But Britain passed at once an Enabling Act which gave the colonies control of their own tariffs. This was followed in 1849 by the repeal of the Navigation Acts. actually sprung up in Canada and more were planned, and they demanded that this should be "distinctly discountenanced" as "calculated to bring disunion and distrust between Great Britain and her Colonies". Goldwin Smith and others said that the time had come to break with the colonies, those "insolent and disobedient children", who, "inspired by ignorant cupidity", were adopting "the silliest of silly policies". The protests were unavailing. Canada's retort was that she hoped the duties would foster her own manufactures, and that the nature of the taxes which she should impose were entirely her own affair? The year 1867 marked another epoch in this evolution. Up were to be limited to the conduct of foreign affairs and of the defence of the Empire, and for these it was to have the power of taxation. England, Wales, Scotland, and Ireland were to form a federation and to be, like Canada, a Dominion completely selfgoverning, except that defence and foreign affairs were to be handed over to the new states-general acting for the Empire as a whole. This ideal was attractive; it left internal selfgovernment unimpaired; each state was to control its own tariff; and all were to be united in caring for what was common to all, defence and relations with foreign states. The ideal had a defect not common in British politics; it was too coherent, too logical. Great Britain would certainly balk at a logical federation and preferred the anomaly of home rule for Ireland alone; Canada and Australia would not be likely to surrender to a new statesgeneral any right to impose taxation. These discussions were cut short by the War. We may now ask what has been achieved by the evolution of half a century. There are still many anomalies. The king, advised by his British ministers, may declare war, and, if he does, the whole British Empire is at war. While Canada, for instance, will herself decide the part, if any, which she will take in such a war, she could not be neutral. Neutrality would involve equal treatment of Great Britain and her enemies, the closing of Canadian ports to British war-ships, and the refusal to Great Britain of permission to send troops across Canadian territory, something which Canadian public opinion would not tolerate. It is now also clear that a treaty once made with the authority of the sovereign becomes binding on the whole Empire. When in 1923 Great Britain made peace with Turkey at Lausanne the prime minister of Canada protested that, since Canada had had no share in the negotiations, she would take no responsibility for the treaty. Later, however, he admitted that, when the treaty was signed for the British Empire, Canada was legally bound.
The unity of the British Empire is thus a reality. On the other hand, since a closer imperial organization is unlikely, and each of the larger states will develop its own outlook, it is quite at Washington might treat with separate departments of the government of the United States, but not with the government itself, except through Great Britain. That epoch has come to an end. It is clear, too, that in respect of matters in which Great Britain assumes sole responsibility, she is free to commit herself alone or to co-operate with only some of the Dominions. Canada is but slightly interested in Egypt, while Australia is vitally concerned with the Suez Canal. In Egypt, Great Britain and Australia might co-operate without Canada. The second important fact of to-day is that, when any part of the British Empire is at war, the whole Empire is at war. When the king makes a declaration of war all citizens of the Empire are involved.
The anomalies of the Britannic system are obvious enough. What makes possible the working of so strange a mechanism is good feeling, and in the Dominions it is probably stronger to-day than ever before.
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